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Four  letters  have  been  the  round  of  the  Medical  Journals  :  one 
from  the  Editors  of  the  Medical  Directory  ;  another  from  Mr.  Sedg¬ 
wick  ;  a  third  from  Mr.  Harvey,  of  S olio-square  ;  and  a  fourth  from 
Mr.  Yearsley,  commenting  upon  a  pamphlet,  entitled  “  The  London 
and  Provincial  Medical  Directory  Unmasked  ”  published  and  circu¬ 
lated  by  me  amongst  the  profession,  as  an  antidote  to  the  various 
libels  with  which  I  have  been,  from  time  to  time,  assailed. 

If  the  Editors  of  the  Medical  Directory  were  actuated  “  solely  from 
the  desire  to  be  correct,”  why  did  they  omit  my  connexion  with  the 
College  of  Physicians,  while  they  inserted  that  of  every  other  Extra- 
Licentiate  practising  in  London  ?  Does  not  this  look  like  private 
pique  and  revenge  ?  What  other  inference  can  be  drawn  ? 

With  respect  to  Mr.  Sedgwick’s  statement— “  that  there  is  no  such 
name  as  Richard  Dawson  on  the  College  List,0’ — he  having  been  so 
recently  found  guilty  of  a  treacherous  memory,  followed  by  such 
unhappy  consequences  to  himself,  I  only  attempt  to  remedy 

that  defect,  by  reminding  the  profession  that  my  admission  into  the 
College  of  Physicians  was  in  March,  1843  :  and  that  my  letters  testi¬ 
monial  are  signed  by  Sir  Henry  Halford,  Dr.  Lamb,  Dr.  Hume,  and 
Dr.  Hue  ;  and  that  the  College  have  not  the  power,  even  had  they 
the  inclination,  to  strike  off  my  name,  or  that  of  any  other  member, 
without  a  trial  and  conviction  of  adequate  offence  ;  and  I  have  yet 
to  learn  that  even  any  charge  has  been  preferred  against  me  at  the 
College. 

Mr.  Harvey  complains  that  an  unwarrantable  use  has  been  made 
by  me  of  his  name,  and  that  the  statement  relating  to  Dr.  Tyler 
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Smith  and  himself  “  is  in  no  one  particular  true.”  Fortunately  for 
me,  I  am  in  a  position  to  prove,  by  the  testimony  of  his  own  friend, 
Mr.  Griffiths,  who  was  present  when  the  statement  was  voluntarily 
made,  that  what  I  have  published  is  correct.  I  had  reason  to  believe 
that,  on  Monday,  the  12th  instant — the  day  on  which  the  pamphlet  was 
circulated  in  London — Mr.  Harvey  had  been  intimidated  by  a  visit 
from  Dr.  Tyler  Smith  and  his  solicitor,  which  induced  me  to  write 
immediately  to  his  friend  Mr.  Griffiths  (who  was  then  in  the  country), 
and  I  received  the  following  reply  : — 


“Godaiming,  15th  March,  1S49. 

“  Dear  Sir, — You  know  how  anxious  I  was,  that  nothing  should 
go  forth  to  compromise  Mr.  Harvey,  and  I  therefore  called  upon  that 
gentleman,  to  ascertain  what  his  feelings  were  as  to  the  making  the 
profession  acquainted  with  the  injustice  I  heard  him  tell  yon  he  had 
suffered  at  the  hands  of  Dr.  Tyler  Smith.  Having  a  great  respect, 
and  a  very  friendly  feeling  for  Mr.  Harvey,  I  talked  the  matter  over 
with  him  at  length,  and  distinctly  understood  he  had  no  objection  to 
the  exposure  of  the  way  in  which  he  had  been  treated.  Moreover, 
he  spoke  as  a  high-minded  man  would  speak,  averring  that  he 
neither  courted  Dr.  Tyler  Smith’s  favour,  nor  feared  his  dis¬ 
pleasure. 

( Signed)  “  F.  W.  Griffiths.” 


Mr.  Harvey’s  point  blank  denial  of  what  he  knew  to  be  the 
truth,  obliged  me  to  write  again  to  Mr.  Griffiths,  and  call  his  at¬ 
tention  to  Mr.  Harvey’s  extraordinary  letter,  published  in  several 
of  the  Medical  journals.  I  here  subjoin  Mr.  Griffiths’  answer: — 

“  11,  Upper  Brunswick-terrace,  Barnsbury-road, 
24th  March,  1849. 

“  Dear  Sir, — Since  my  letter  to  you  of  the  15th  instant,  T  have 
read,  with  surprise  and  regret,  Mr.  Harvey’s  letter  in  the  Medical 
Times  of  the  17th  instant,  wherein  he  denies  the  accuracy  of  your 
statement  respecting  him  and  Dr.  Tyler  Smith,  published  by  you  in 
“  The  London  and  Provincial  Medical  Directory  Unmasked,”  as  I 
was  present  at  the  conversation  in  which  Mr.  Harvey  stated  to  you 
the  particulars  precisely  as  you  have  set  them  forth. 

“You  are  at  liberty  to  make  use  of  this  and  my  former  letter, 
whenever  and  wherever  you  find  them  necessary  for  your  vindi¬ 
cation. 


(  Signed ) 


“Fred.  W.  Griffiths.” 


What  could  have  occurred  to  induce  Mr.  Harvey  to  violate,  in  liis 
published  denial  of  these  facts,  every  principle  of  consistency, 
honour,  and  truth,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  imagine.  In  all  probability  he 
will  be  called  upon,  in  a  court  of  justice,  to  swear  as  to  the  truth 
of  what  I  have  published  respecting  himself  and  Tyler  Smith.  Should 
he  then  deny  the  truth,  he  will  subject  himself  to  an  indictment  for 
perjury,  from  which  I  shall  not  allow  him  to  escape. 

To  Mr.  Yearsley’s  dogmatical  effrontery,  I  will  oppose  the  following 
extracts  from  a  letter,  addressed  by  Mr.  Hunt  to  the  Editor  of 
the  Medical  Times ,  of  the  27th  of  June,  1846  : — • 


“  To  the  Editor  of  the  Medical  Times. 

“  I  did  think,  much  as  I  had  heard  of  the  Lancet  as  the  professed 
libeller  of  living  worth,  that  my  humble  labours  would  have  shielded 
me  from  its  assaults. 

“  In  two  successive  editorial  articles  I  am  elaborately  denounced, 
in  the  most  opprobrious  terms,  as  ‘  an  itinerant  empiric  named 
Hunt,’  ‘a  quack,’  &c.  The  whole  of  the  abuse  and  declamation 
rest,  and  avowedly,  on  the  single  circumstance,  that  though  not  a 
medical  man,  I  habitually  practise  the  correction  of  vocal  defects. 
No  worse  thing  is  even  pretended  as  justifying  pages  of  bombastic 
abuse.  If  this  professedly  scientific  objection  were  the  origin  of  the 
vituperations  launched  against  me  in  successive  numbers  of  that 
journal,  I  should  meet  it  with  a  scientific  response.  I  should  reply 
that  my  calling  was  not  medical  ;  that  it  consisted  solely  in  elocu¬ 
tionary  practice  of  the  voice  ;  that  it  had  nought  to  do  with  snipping 
tonsils,  amputating  uvulae,  or  dividing  genio-glossi  muscles  ;  that 
there  is  neither  surgery  nor  medicine  in  my  practice  ;  that,  in  short, 
the  sum  of  all  my  doings  is,  that  I  teach  correct  speaking,  and  read 
pupils  into  correct  speech. 

“  But  the  attacks  upon  me,  though  made  professedly  on  this  flimsy 
professional  pretext,  originate  wholly  and  solely  in  personal 
pique  ;  and  the  expose  I  now  make  will  show  the  profession  what 

CONFIDENCE  IS  TO  BE  PLACED  IN  THE  EDITORIAL  ARTICLES  OF  THE 

‘  Lancet.’ 

“  Firstly,  Sir,  the  elaborate  vituperations  that  have  been  published 
as  editorial  articles  against  me,  are  written  by  a  certain  young  M.D., 
called  Tyler  Smith. 

“  Secondly  :  This  Dr.  Tyler  Smith,  late  of  Vigo-stre'et,  and  subse¬ 
quently  and  previously  of  I  do  not  know  how  many  localities,  is  the 
hr  other -in-law  of  Mr.  Yearsley,  a  person  who  has  occupied  public 
attention  in  his  various  capacities  of  dentist,  oculist ,  aurist ,  and 
tonsil-snipper. 
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“  The  Medical  Times  finally  has  pronounced  this  emphatic  opinion 
on  this  gentleman  : — 

“  £  Condemned  by  our  duties  as  journalists  to  a  general  perusal  of 
the  daily  and  weekly  newspapers,  we  have  met  with  Mr.  Yearsley’s 
euphonious  name  so  very  frequently,  in  such  singular  company,  and 
under  such  very  peculiar  circumstances,  that  we  have  been  suffering 
for  months  under  a  morbid  appetite  for  further  acquaintance  with  the 
gentleman.  While  one  column  of  the  Dispatch  or  Weekly  Chronicle 
has  presented  us  with  an  advertisement  so  elegantly  attractive,  that 
we  have  almost  regretted  our  having  no  aural  malady  which  would 
enable  us  to  add  a  fresh  item  to  Mr.  Yearsley’s  contributions  to 
surgical  science,  we  have  seen,  in  another  part  of  the  journal,  an 
editor’s  or  sub-editor’s  disinterested  notice  to  some  half-dozen 
malades  imaginaires — for  editors  can  create  ear-patients  as  fast  as 
their  friends,  the  catheter-surgeons,  can  kill  them  : — “  that ,  for  all 
aural  diseases ,  the  best  gentleman  to  consult  is  Mr.  Yearsley,  who  lives 
in  such  a  street ,  Piccadilly .”  A  surgeon  with  such  distinguished 
recommendations,  whose  name  is  as  often  before  the  public  as  those 
celebrities,  Messrs.  Goss  &  Co.,  Mr.  Holloway,  and  Widow  Welch, 
and  who,  rising  one  step  even  above  the  Dispatch,  gets  his  contributions 
into  the  greenhorn-hook,  courteously  ’ycleped  the  Medical  Gazette , 
such  a  gentleman,  we  reasoned,  contributing  so  largely — out  of  his 
pocket — to  medical  science — for  let  us  frankly  own  that  Mr.  Yearsley 
is  a  great  proficient  in  that  important  part  of  medical  science — the 
knowing  how  to  work  himself  into  practice — such  a  one,  we  said, 
has  a  fair  right  to  have  his  fame  made  known  to  every  member  of  the 
profession,  and  is,  therefore,  peculiarly  fitted  for  the  pages  of  the 
Medical  Times.  ’ 

“  These  facts  premised,  I  have  now  to  call  your  attention  to  the 
way — so  non-empirical — so  very  professional — in  which,  as  brother- 
in-law  to  Mr.  Yearsley,  and  as  practically  editing  the  Lancet ,  Dr. 
Tyler  Smith  has  behaved  to  me  and  the  profession  on  this  question 
of  stammering.  As  the  matter  requires  no  comments,  I  shall  confine 
myself  to  a  few  brief,  but  extraordinary  facts. 

“  First  Professional  Fact  :  Dr.  Tyler  Smith,  in  1842,  gave 
his  brother-in-law  (Mr.  Yearsley)  a  public  certificate  in  his  own 
name,  from  Vigo-street,  testifying  to  the  perfect  and  early  recovery 
of  two  hundred  stammering  patients  of  the  said  Yearsley  !  A  useful 
certificate — the  boldness  of  the  panegyric  it  gives,  and  startling 
number  of  surgical  miracles  it  bears  witness  to,  ought  to  silence 
any  objection  as  to  the  consanguineous  disinterestedness  of  the 
source. 

“Second  Professional  Fact:  Dr.  Tyler  Smith  published,  in 
1843,  ‘  a  treatise  on  the  nature  and  causes  of  stammering’ — (a  ‘  trea¬ 
tise  ’  of  sixty-eight  pages),  giving  it  to  the  world  under  the  modest 
anonyme,  ‘  by  a  physician.’  He  was  too  diffident  to  give  his  name. 
To  this  ‘  treatise ,’  published  by  Highley,  the  following  dedication  is 
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prefixed  (without  DR.  TYLER  SMITH’S  NAME,  OF  COURSE), 
to  his  distinguished  brother-in-law ,  Yearsley  : — • 

TO 

JAMES  YEARSLEY,  Esq.,  M.R.  C.S.,  &c.  &c., 

WHO, 

BY  A  NOVEL  AND  IMPORTANT  CLASSIFICATION  OF 
THE  VARIETIES  OF  VOCAL  IMPEDIMENTS, 

AND  BY 

DEVISING  ORIGINAL  MEASURES  FOR  THEIR  CURE, 

(MEDICAL,  SURGICAL,  AND  EDUCATIONAL,) 

HAS  DONE 

MORE  THAN  ANY  OTHER  MAN  TO  BRING  THE  SUBJECT 
WITHIN  THE  DOMAIN  OF  LEGITIMATE 
MEDICINE  AND  SURGERY, 

*  THIS  VOLUME  IS  INSCRIBED  BY  HIS  FRIEND, 

THE  AUTHOR. 

“  Third  Professional  Fact  :  This  said  Dr.  Tyler  Smith — the 
brother-in-law  of  this  distinguished  surgeon — the  useful  certificate- 
writer — the  dedication  manufacturer,  becomes,  in  1 846,  the  Editor, 
practically,  of  the  Lancet ,  and  turning  all  its  influence,  such  as  it  is, 
to  the  service  of  his  low  pique  and  disappointed  expectations,  writes 
leading  article  after  leading  article,  to  denounce  me  to  the  profession 
for  actually  nothing .  This  pure-minded,  high-principled  gentleman 
now  pompously  blusters  because  a  person  who  has  received  his  edu¬ 
cation  in  Trinity  College,  Cambridge,  and  employs  his  leisure  hours 
in  farming,  devotes  his  abilities,  under  professional  sanction,  to  the 
management  of  the  human  voice  !  Will  the  profession  submit  to  be 
so  disrespectably  insulted  ?  Will  it  suffer  itself  to  be  so  disreputably 
outraged  ?  Empirics  there  may  be,  and  itinerant  ones  too ,  but  Tyler 
Smith,  of  Vigo-street  ( now  of  Bolton- street,  Piccadilly ),  M.D.,  and 
J.  Yearsley ,  Esq.,  M.R.C.S.,  should  not  let  the  charge  pass  beyond 
their  own  family  circle,  unless  on  far  better  grounds  than  any  I  have 
yet  seen  furnished  by  them. 

“  I  am,  Sir, 

“  Your  obedient  Servant, 

224,  Regent  Street.  “  Thomas  Hunt.” 


The  profession  will  not  be  surprised,  after  this,  that  Dr.  Tyler 
Smith  really  believes  (for  we  are  all  prone  to  judge  others  by  our- 


8 


selves)  that  Mr.  Teevan  is  my  brother-in-law,  or  some  other  near 
relative.  There  is,  however,  an  action  now  pending,  brought  against 
this  gentleman  by  one  of  the  persons  whom  he  has  exposed,  and 
from  which,  ere  long,  it  will  be  seen  that  I  had  no  more  to  do 
with  the  “  Teevan  Pamphlet ,”  than  the  worthy  Editor  of  the  Lancet 
himself. 

I  am  not  surprised  that  Dr.  Tyler  Smith,  Yearsley,  Wakley,  & 
Co.,  should  have  done  all  in  their  power  to  misrepresent  me  to  the 
College  of  Physicians,  seeing  I  have  so  long  and  so  much  interfered 
with  their  protege,  whom  they  have  endeavoured,  though  unsuccess¬ 
fully,  to  force  upon  the  attention  of  the  profession  and  the  public. 
I  am  not  the  only  professional  man  whom  they  have  treated  in  this 
manner.  Mr.  Yearsley  had  the  audacity  to  write  several  letters  to 
the  Council  of  the  College  of  Surgeons ,  charging  with  unprofessional 
conduct  the  celebrated,  and  now  lamented  Liston ;  and  Dr.  Tyler 
Smith,  in  his  pamphlet,  page  42,  published  in  favour  of  Yearsley, 
his  co-partner  and  brother-in-law,  states  that — “  Mr.  Yearsley' s 
letters  to  the  Council  of  the  College  of  Surgeons,  on  the  unprofes¬ 
sional  conduct  of  Liston,  were  admirable ;  and,  he  well  merited  cas¬ 
tigation .” — How  did  this  celebrated  surgeon  merit  castigation  from 
this  dentist,  oculist,  aurist,  tonsil-snipper,  and  proprietor  of  the 
London  and  Provincial  Medical  Directory  ?  Because  he  gave  Mr. 
Hunt  the  following  certificate,  which  of  course  sadly  interfered  with 

Mr.  Yearslev’s  interest  and  emoluments:  — 

%/ 

“  5,  ClifTord-street,  March  1st,  1842. 

“  I  have  with  much  pleasure  witnessed  Mr.  Hunt’s  process  for 
the  removal  of  stammering.  It  is  founded  on  correct  physiological 
principles,  is  simple,  efficacious,  and  unattended  with  pain  or  in¬ 
convenience.  Several  young  persons  have,  in  my  presence,  been 
brought  to  him  for  the  first  time  ;  some  of  them  could  not  utter  a 
sentence,  however  short,  without  hesitation  and  frightful  contortion 
of  the  features.  In  less  than  half  an  hour,  by  following  Mr.  Hunt’s 
instructions,  they  have  been  able  to  speak  and  to  read  continuously 
long  passages  without  difficulty.  Some  of  these  individuals  had 
previously  been  subjected  to  painful  and  unwarrantable  incisions, 
and  had  been  left  with  their  palates  horribly  mutilated,  hesitating  in 
their  speech,  and  stuttering  as  before." 


“  Robert  Liston." 
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In  the  Lancet  of  last  week  the  following  paragraph  appeared  : — 

“  College  of  Physicians. — We  have  been  informed,  on  good 
authority,  that  at  the  next  meeting  of  the  Comitia  majora,  the 
question  of  instituting  legal  proceedings,  by  the  solicitor  of  the 
College,  against  Richard  Dawson,  of  Finsbury-circus,  for  assuming 
the  title  of  Licentiate  of  the  Royal  College  of  Physicians,  London, 
he  not  being  a  Licentiate,  and  never  having  passed  the  examination 
as  such,  will  be  considered  by  the  Fellows.” 

It  may  be  interesting  to  the  profession  to  know  how  the  Editor  of 
the  Lancet ,  the  “  libeller  of  living  worth,”  would  have  escaped  from 
this  deliberate  and  premeditated  falsehood,  if  my  only  resource  for 
this  libel  had  been  an  action  at  law.  He  would,  in  all  probability, 
have  offered  an  apology,  couched  somewhat  after  the  fashion  of  that 
which  appeared  in  the  Lancet  a  short  time  after  Dr.  Tyler  Smith’s 
first  libel  was  published  in  Wakley’s  Journal  ;  of  which  the  following 
is  a  copy  : — 

“We  regret  to  find  that  an  article  appeared  in  our  number  of  the 
22nd  ult.,  reflecting  upon  the  character  and  professional  reputation  of 
Dr.  Dawson,  which,  upon  inquiry,  we  find  to  be  unfounded.  We, 
therefore,  as  an  act  of  justice,  repudiate  the  animadversions  alluded 
to,  and  take  an  early  opportunity  of  stating  our  belief  that  they  were 
unfounded,  and  of  expressing  our  regret  that  they  were  inserted  in 
our  pages.” — Vide  Lancet ,  dated  December  6th,  1845. 

The  Editor  of  the  Lancet  would  also,  most  likely,  send  a  note  to 
my  solicitor,  (as  he  did  on  a  former  occasion,)  stating,  in  extenuation, 
that,  “  strange  to  say,  it  was  the  only  one  out  of  the  whole  of  the 
original  articles  that  he  did  not  read;”  and  conclude,  that  he  had 
now  discovered  his  mistake,  namely, — that  I  was  not  an  Extra ,  but 
an  Extra-Licentiate  of  the  College  of  Physicians.  It  is  also  proba¬ 
ble  that  he  would  suggest  “  the  propriety  of  my  not  proceeding  further 
with  the  action — for  what  damages  would  be  awarded,  after  lie  had 
done  every  thing,  which  he  could  possibly  do,  as  Editor  of  the  Lancet, 
to  atone  for  this  unwarrantable  and  unmerited  injury  — and  thus  the 
matter  must  have  ended. 

I  think,  after  the  publication  of  this  pamphlet,  the  worthy  M.P. 
for  Finsbury,  when  he  again  attacks  private  character,  will  find  it 
necessary  to  insert,  with  his  article  of  abuse,  an  affidavit  from  some 
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respectable  person  to  vouch  for  its  truth,  if  he  wishes  it  to  be  believed  ; 
for,  during  the  last  twenty  years,  he  has  libelled  almost  every  man 
of  eminence  in  the  profession.  The  celebrated  Cooper,  Elliotson, 
Liston,  Abernethy,  Sir  H.  Halford,  have  all  come  in  for  their  full  share 
of  libellous  abuse.  He  has  not  confined  his  unwarrantable  attacks 
to  private  character  alone,  but  has  disgraced  the  pages  of  his  journal 
by  attacking  public  bodies.  It  will  be  remembered  by  those  who 
have  read  the  Lancet ,  that  attacks  appeared  week  after  week  upon 
the  Royal  Free  Hospital ;  strange,  however,  to  say,  the  Lancet  became 
silent  when  its  Editor  was  appointed  Governor  for  life ,  and  his  son 
surgeon  to  the  Establishment !! !  Under  the  circumstances  an  hon¬ 
ourable  appointment  for  Wahley  the  younger  !  !  ! 

Mr.  Wakley  charges  me,  in  his  leader  of  last  week,  with  interested 
motives  in  publishing  the  “  Medical  Directory  Unmasked,”  and  circu¬ 
lating  it  amongst  the  profession.  The  best  answer  I  can  give  to  this 
unfounded  accusation,  is,  that  my  professional  income  has,  for 
some  time,  far  exceeded  my  necessities,  even  had  I  not  had  the 
good  fortune  to  be  independent  from  inheritance.  Were  my  views 
so  selfish,  I  should  hardly  have  placed  at  the  disposal  of  the 
profession  the  pathology  and  treatment  of  a  disease,  the  existence  of 
which  was  almost  unknown  in  this  country. 

He  also  classes  my  “Essay  on  Spermatorrhoea,”  and  “Urinary 
Deposits,”  with  “  Manhood,”  the  “  Manly  Vigour  person.”  The 
Table  of  Contents,  printed  on  a  separate  page,  will  enable  the  profes¬ 
sion  to  judge  how  far  it  resembles  the  “  Secret  Companions,”  and 
dealers  in  balms. 

R.  DAWSON,  M.D., 

Extra-Licentiate  Royal  College  Physicians, 
London. 


London , 

15,  Finsbury  Circus ,  March  28,  1840. 
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